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PRESENTATION:  HOW WE GOT HERE 

 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. What is the basis for the reductions? 
2. is there analysis to support these goal staements? 
3. Where do the 40,60,40 numbers come from? 
4. How will these targets be measured 



 Synthetic Biology Foundry Vision Workshop 
 

 Page 5 
 

 
Comments 
1. Number for "grow significantly" 
2. Ref for $250B/yr 
3. The claim of 1 Billion tons per year "currently" existing is not accurate. This is a market scenario projection 
based on availability at specific price points, and in 2030. 
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Comments 
1. Industrial robustness is a requirement of a microbial chassis 
2. What if a fundamental tool is needed but doesnt exist yet?  How does this play into the foundry?  Will it be 
developed  under the foundry umbrella, or go to Office of science or NSF as a need? 
3. How does seamless nature of integration work amongst far flung Natl. Labs with differing mandates? 
4. Scale is dependent not just on what needs to be proven for the organism but also what has to be proven 
downstream 
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PRESENTATION:  THE FOUNDRY PILOT 
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Comments 
1. will there be a mechanism in place for new tools developed outside the foundry, to be onboarded into the 
foundry? 
2. should be concerted effort to avoid Not Invented Here syndrome. 
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Comments 
1. We shouldn't limit reaction space to those in MetaCyc or other databases. Consider promiscuous enzyme 

activities or the ability to engineer new substrate specificity. 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. The reuse/beachhead concept is powerful, and it's true that many companies will shy away from single target 
licensing strategies. 
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2. super secret proprietary molecules dont really exist, as there are key molecules that multiple companies will 
want to go after, so it may be difficult to develop on a common similar molecule, and then send the company off 
with the common knowledge...once that common piece exists, someone else can come in and use it for possibly 
same end molecule without any investment in the common part.  Setting up a race to the final molecule and who 
can patent it. 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. Very relatable analogy. Can it be made to work? This is probably key to the entire proposal (see comments on 

previous slide) and goes to the heart of the public/private partnership. 
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Comments 
1. adipic acid or the salt? very different processes 
2. Also should have yield and productivity targets 
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Comments 
1. Someone asked earlier how this effort is different from Synberc ERBC? Do we want to discuss that? 
 
 
1.  
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2. PRESENTATION:  INTEGRATED DBTL 
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Comments 
1. Will LCA include indirect land use? 
2. Entry points may be at different levels, e.g. starting at target molecule with retrobiosynthesis or having already 
pathway or host. Standardization of requirements is critical to manage this. Some of this may be stage-gated (e.g. 
retrobiosynthesis) 
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Comments 
1. The Build to Test handoff is critical for proper sampling handling, data quality etc. to make sure that data is 
worth looking at. 
2. Build owning culture creation can be risky across multiple sites. 
3. For Test, make sure to have sufficient capacity for routine analytical measurements (product titer, byproducts) to 
match capacity of high-throughput strain construction and culturing 
4. Quality control on data- do you have good carbon balance? Is the result reproducible? 
5. Consider evolution to start with a better chassis strain for further cycles. 
6. QC important to make sure data is relevant as as expected to make Learn part of cycles relevant and not 
drawing wrong conclusions. 
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Comments 
1. will AOP allow for funds to move to labs in a dynamic fashion?  What control will DOE have?  Will there be 
definitive milestones that wont change regularly in this dynamic state? 
2. Dynamic resource allocation through a systems scheduler? Across the labs? This sounds tricky. 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. Will target/host combination be only Proof of Concept? Suggest the Foundry try improve established production 
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target/host combinations 
2. Suggest mixing in low-risk and high-impact targets from the outset. National labs should be going for high-
impact high-risk. 
3. early hosts will likely have the most information and tools available for them.  Later ones not so much.  How will 
the dramatic decrease in cycle time be effected by this 
4. Consider possibility of partial DBTL cycles or multiple cycles in progress concurrently. 
5. Partial DBTL cycles are quite common for us at Ginkgo. 
6. might be useful to have a quality control guide, or set of processes that users  follow to send samples, along 
with validation of quality process built in at intervals to be able to accommodate the multiple labs involved and 
reduce errors 
7. Check numbers in final column. Strain samples per cycle goes down. Should be more like > 40-50k/cycle? Also, 
much of flux through workflow depends on decreasing cycle time. How much is due to parallelism and automation 
and how much to working faster in series? 
8. Also suggest the Foundry try to improve targets from low C-flux pathways 
9. will groups like Office of science and NSF be cranking out hosts and tools to continue to populate the needs of 
the synbio foundry?  Will synbio foundry learn something in early cycles that will inform OS and NSF.?  Should find 
a way to ensure that there is collaboration with these groups  



 Synthetic Biology Foundry Vision Workshop 
 

 Page 27 
 

 
Comments 
1. What does it take to get a host accepted by industry? Get some information out at some level of scale, but you 
still won't know about minor reactions and other complications that dont 
2. Will find that there will be very few tier 4; more like 0 or 1 
3. One criteria that is missing: regulatory environment for host and likely disposition for that host 
4. What makes a organism industrially relevant is that it's been used in industry before- should be one of the 
criteria; most of the criteria are just a matter of work. Would recommend looking at what's been used in industry as 
a starting point 
5. How do we get at those hosts? A lot of literature on non-proprietary hosts, or get ahold of deposited industrial 
hosts 
6. Innovation over optimization: can we do both? Even for small companies, it's important 
7. Need to figure out how to prioritize- is optimization more useful for more than one person/company? 
8. How much would you develop a host? What about hosts that may have no genetic tools? May need to find new 
organisms though other mechanisms- translate once utility is known 
9. Feedstock criteria is important- use low cost or waste feedstocks 
   9.1. Use glycerol waste from first gen ethanol; cleaner than hydrolysates 
   9.2. Processes that use CO2 or methane 
10. Mesophilic vs. thermophilic is another criteria 
11. Capabilities that are not accessible with E. coli or yeast 
12. What would make it worth it to industry to use a new organism? That's a hard question- have to evaluate risk 
of use for (presumably) new process 
13. E.g. Adipic acid will only work at a low enough pH that it's protonated- think about operating conditions to purify 
and separate process downstream; thermophilic might make sense since you could volatilize the product 
   13.1. Need to start with separation and then figure out what host is 
14. How to use anaerobic hosts and do high-throughput screening? Need to think about how that would happen 
   14.1. 5-10 ml but would need to narrow down number for screening 
15. Issue of looking at targets- class targets and select organisms for classes of targets 
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   15.1. A lot of literature- look at Top 10. Driven by what people knew what the metabolic pathways could do 
   15.2. Don't need to know specific targets; could look at what targets have been publicly disclosed. E.g. organic 
acids 
16. Tools for existing hosts? 
   16.1. Why wasn't bacillus on the list? 
   16.2. heterotrophic production for algae; for photosynthetic organisms, increasing photosynthetic yield would 
have bigger bang for the buck; algae is still untapped area here 
17. Need to be able to tolerate contamination- process will be dirty 
18. Could be a refinement after selection: high flux through certain metabolic nodes 
19. Look at reaction mechanism to see if they are covered 
   19.1. If co-factors are required, etc. 
20. Regulatory hurdle- things like staph would be too high to ever pursue 
   20.1. What are the traits from those organisms that are useful- can they be transferred or can they be found 
elsewhere? 
21. How far do the labs need to take the work? 
   21.1. Advantaged or possible where is wasn't possible 
   21.2. Think about how much risk was minimized by partner 
      21.2.1. Things don't start looking weird until 100-200L; can't see until you're there. But if that was done and 
understood, that would be valuable to industry; small scale is not predictive of downstream issues 
      21.2.2. Can mitigate heterogeneity, mixing time, etc. at smaller scale; tolerance to heterogeneity would helpful 
for platform hosts 
   21.3. Licensing a new organism? Make very low cost we can- essentially a public good for public money- is that 
reasonable? 
      21.3.1. Have licensed expression system for very little money- cost is much less than cost of product made 
      21.3.2. Probably depends on strain; but Cargill example is good: proved that it works in many different 
processes and people wanted to use 
      21.3.3. Middle ground: important to partner with industry, first group gets partner on it for licensing; but really 
need to get into specifics to figure out relationship 
      21.3.4. Want de-risked to certain level- lab could demonstrate to lactic acid and industry could take for its own 
interest since it works for product X 
      21.3.5. Is exclusive license for a certain period of time a way of managing it? 
      21.3.6. What could the SBF do to use a new organism? How can we minimize "cost?" 
         21.3.6.1. Phage contamination- track record in large scale fermentation; has it been used in industry and 
does it work? 
   21.4. Toolbox (may be organism specific): plasmids and chromosomal work 
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Comments 
1. For any given project, use the same hydrolysate and methods of standardization (tracking batches) 
2. Consider other feedstocks at some point? 
3. Should also consider other "cheap" feedstocks, e.g. glycerol syrups from 1st gen ethanol process, less refined 
C-sources from from sugar beet and starch hydrolysis processes 
4. Why default to corn stover? 
   4.1. Historic association with ethanol 
   4.2. Need to use a feedstock that is nationally available 
   4.3. Wood as a consideration?? 
5. Very difficult to hear the speaker 
6. Consider gaseous feedstocks (syngas, CO2) 
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Comments 
1. Correlation of titers from MTP to fermentation (fed-batch) should be emphasized. 
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Comments 
1. What does work? 
   1.1. INL's extensive database and pedigree 
2. Managing feedstock variability 
3. Any reason to consider a secondary standardized feedstock? 
4. What about using 3rd party feedstocks? 
   4.1. "startup" feedstocks may still vary over time; Renmatix like processes should not be considered 
standardized yet; so in that case, NREL feedstocks may be best starting point 
5. Transfer to feedstocks that are more likely to be adopted (waste, gaseous, cardboard); need to evaluate how 
robust a process is against multiple feedstocks 
6. Recycables are a restriction for feedstock 
7. Will base strains for organisms be tested against these common hydrolysates? (Yes) 
8. Consider a secondary, standardized (real world) feedstock? Think about hot water-pretreated wood 
   8.1. Agreed that project needs a second, real-world feedstock with an SOP 
   8.2. Could be added as part of host screening process 
9. Maybe just need to think about getting to a starting point, so a clean feedstock might be ok, but would be better 
to understand performance on different feedstock 
10. Need to bake in coordination with separations consortium 
11. Need to make sure we don't lose sight of focus on downstream processing 
12. Not just inhibitors, but everything else that's in there and what happens later is key 
13. need to consider about what other feedstocks will have more favorable quality parameters of downstream work 
14. Would be good to have a strong relationship with a few companies that would work with us on a downstream 
process. 
15. Where do you plunk down what SynBio is doing? What is in scope? 
16. What is the minimum number of questions that need to be answered:  It depends! 
17. Thinking of it as technology push, but that's very difficult. Needs to be more of a partnership with industry to 
get more of a market pull 
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18. thoughts on getting real market pull data from industry- hold an organism selection event, billed as the time to 
advice the Foundry on the most relevant organism they shouldminvest in.  Market it such that no one would dare 
miss the meeting and use a criteria driven voting process to identify what orgnaism? What level of development 
should be pursued? What feedstocks etc.  this will enable you to select the organism and processes for 
development that will benefit the most potential industrial users. 
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Comments 
1. Have a mechanism for deteriming if a company is in line with the foundary's interest. 
2. conceriege = single point of contact 
3. Needs to be a long term consortium 
4. Quarterly meeting of the board 
   4.1. alternate between in person and web 
5. Is a website enough? No - what about an annual meeting open beyond just an advisory board - yes 
6. Annual checklist to make sure still relevant 
7. Still have a website...just not the only method of communication. 
   7.1. make meeting minutes, etc. available 
8. make available to all different sizes of companies 
9. Look at the way a project is managed (operational side) 
10. Build trust between labs 
11. Single point of accountability 
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Comments 
1. Establish firm relationships with industry stakeholders 
2. Reword bullet three - the technology is not valuable - advancing the technology is what is valuable 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. For either NABC and NAABB does any industry partner provide funding or is all it from the DOE?  Related has 
any technology that was developed in NABC and/or NAABB been commercialized? 
2. Strategic and tactical advisories 
3. Great suggestion Total 
 



 Synthetic Biology Foundry Vision Workshop 
 

 Page 37 
 

 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. Could just use a take it or leave it approach 
2. if something is high risk, don't want to spend month making a contract and then lose all of the time and effort if 
the plan fails. 
3. Corinne has seen it standardized on the lab side 
4. European public/private partnership (BE-Basic) 
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5. do you have governmnet marching rights built into contracts? 
6. how to align industry and labs?  leverage funds in the lab and the private sector;  INL feedstock efforts get 
BETO money but work with industry through cost share.; cost shares are variable (could be in kind and equip, etc); 
7. bundle NDA, MTA, and CRADA all in one package (NDA comes before usually) 
8. look at European public private partnerships (e.g., Bbasic Now) 
9. dealbreaker:  one company's IP gets disseminated to another without control. 
10. if risk greater than outcome, then normally have staged approach.  then, nobody is blocked from doing 
anything. 
11. can we have an umbrella organization navigate natl lab space (IP board) that handles all SynBio Foundry IP 
12. want to make as easy as possible for a company to interact 
13. having multiple different approaches for interaction will be critical to success at different scales 
14. flat rate "try out a license":if like, take the option; in not; go away and give up the $1K 
15. one set of document per lab or one document per project with multiple labs? 
16. put IP in third-party entity?  Could have third party hold IP for all nine national labs 
 
 

 
Comments 
1. INL could provide insight on PDUs 
2. Who owns the proof of concept? Wherever the work is done (lab or DOE) 
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Comments 
1. usda and doe are working on a blanket MOU that will enable more agile partnerships that can be applied here. 
2. INL has a bundling mechanism 
3. INL user facilities - can do work with other companies, universities, etc. Everyone has a cost share. Level 
depends on type/size of business. 
4. SEMATECH is a non-profit organization of 12 members, and centralizes all of the finances 
5. We did something similar in NAABB (related to IP exclusivity) 
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VISION 
1. Vision:  The Synthetic Biology Foundry will unite the capabilities of the national 

laboratories to develop a robust, agile biomanufacturing platform accessible to 
researchers across the private and public sectors 
1.1 How about "unite and expand" as there are many private entities that would like to apply synthetic biology 

foundry capabilities to other desirable industrial hosts such as clostridia species. (Bryan) 
1.1.1 agree (valerie) 

1.2 Here (LyinDSC) 
1.3 clear interest in having the slides available after the meeting (Phil Laible) 

 
 
MISSION 
1. Mission:  The Synthetic Biology Foundry will integrate industrially-relevant production 

microbes, advanced tools for biological engineering, and robust processes for 
integrated biomanufacturing. 
1.1. Does the mission also wish to connect outcomes to scale-up and bioprocess intensification resources 

such that development to commercialization timelines are significantly shortened also? (Bryan) 
1.2. The mission should include new data analysis tools as well as the experimental tools mentioned. (Steve 

V) 
 
GOAL 
1. Goal:  The Synthetic Biology Foundry seeks to develop innovative technologies that are 

open and accessible to companies, universities, and national laboratories in order to 
reduce the time and cost of biomanufacturing and to enable a robust bioeconomy. 
1.1 THE NEED FOR A PUBLIC EFFORT 

1.1.1 There are also examples where a company develops expertise in a particular technology but 
lacks access to other, complementary technologies. (Steve V) 

1.1.2 These capabilities DO exist in the private sector, but are often spread among different companies. 
(Steve V) 

 
FRAMEWORK FOR THE SYNTHETIC BIOLOGY FOUNDRY 
1. Framework for the Synthetic Biology Foundry 

1.1. Figure 1: Keep in mind that once selected, the host strain will have to be improved in conjunction with the 
pathway as part of the DBTL cycle. (Steve V) 

2. Impact and Three-Year Achievements 
2.1. What are the benchmarks for time to market, cost, efficiency, etc., so that 50% improvement can be 

demonstrated? (Steve V) 
2.2. What is the measure of success for demonstration of a particular target? Just detectable amount of 

product, or some target titer? Generally it takes much more than one DBTL cycle to get meaningful 
progress. (Steve V) 

3. Design-Build-Test-Learn Cycle 
3.1. Learn and Test need to work together to design meaningful experiments that will address a particular 
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question or identify a bottleneck. (Steve V) 
3.2. what might work? (Phil Laible) 

3.2.1. design and learn are the most valuable (Phil Laible) 
3.3. is 9 months a rough estimate? (Phil Laible) 

3.3.1. could include target selection, TEA. LCA, etc (Phil Laible) 
3.3.2. getting done in distributed fasion (Phil Laible) 
3.3.3. lots of logistical details that need to be worked out (Phil Laible) 
3.3.4. host organism and model/flux generation takes time (Phil Laible) 

3.4. DNA construction eating up too much time? (Phil Laible) 
3.4.1. month to get design finalized; two months for construction; sequence validation; modifications to 

host; two months for analysis; 1 month for asessment and learn to inform next round of design (Phil 
Laible) 

3.4.2. new organism or new targets is longer timeline (Phil Laible) 
3.4.3. to get to three months, compress significantly. nneds improvment in commercial space for DNA 

synthesis (Phil Laible) 
3.4.4. companyies for synthesis are highly motivated to bring costs down; speed up (Phil Laible) 

3.5. what is a cycle? (Phil Laible) 
3.5.1. do they run concurrently? (Phil Laible) 
3.5.2. can have toxic construct; stop; remake; concurrent asynchronis cycles (Phil Laible) 

3.6. do more difficult hosts impact cycle time? (Phil Laible) 
3.6.1. doubling time might be critical; also those not onboarded to the same extent (Phil Laible) 
3.6.2. use Nth plant model; the nth cycle is quick but the first cycle is likely more cumbersome (Phil Laible) 
3.6.3. inherently different cycle times (Phil Laible) 
3.6.4. consider liquid screens versus solid? (Phil Laible) 

3.7. consider liquid screens versus solid (Phil Laible) 
3.7.1. spec sheet for onboarding hosts (Phil Laible) 
3.7.2. over time have full metabolic models (Phil Laible) 
3.7.3. different tiers of hosts will be treated differently (Phil Laible) 
3.7.4. industry feedback relevant; process conditions and first hand experience are CRITICAL! (Phil Laible) 
3.7.5. specs for hosts are important (Phil Laible) 
3.7.6. industry plays huge role as to what they need (Phil Laible) 

3.8. agree on broad range of hosts (Phil Laible) 
3.8.1. separations questions as well; can be challenging (Phil Laible) 
3.8.2. decentralization MAY BE CRITICAL!!! (Phil Laible) 
3.8.3. have evolved hosts or optimized chassis.............????? (Phil Laible) 
3.8.4. rational evolution and directed evolution are under consideration (Phil Laible) 
3.8.5. combination of them can be important (Phil Laible) 
3.8.6. better starting point for target and host engineering (Phil Laible) 
3.8.7. expanding the potential hosts will be very helpful (Phil Laible) 
3.8.8. when the initial data is in; insertion may be before; integrated platform will need a little time; early 

stages will allow for license of technology (Phil Laible) 
3.9. at what point envision does industry get involved? (Phil Laible) 

3.9.1. Process optimization (and then further scale-up) can be very involved and industry is typically very 
well set up for this. (Michael) 

3.10. role of the labs? (Phil Laible) 
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3.10.1. a lot of design in LBNL (Phil Laible) 
3.10.2. all natl labs contribute to every task (Phil Laible) 
3.10.3. some over representation for some labs in certain areas (Phil Laible) 
3.10.4. e.g., analytics may be PNNL (Phil Laible) 
3.10.5. e.g., NREL and ANL may be TEA and LCA (Phil Laible) 
3.10.6. it is not like pet projects being pursued at each national lab.  that likely WILL NOT work (Phil 

Laible) 
3.10.7. new technologies will be vetted in context of the DBTL platform (Phil Laible) 
3.10.8. e.g., new microfluidic systems may need to be tested within the distributed DBTL network at 

several different labs (Phil Laible) 
3.11. DBTL handoff between labs (Phil Laible) 

3.11.1. cultivation and scale down team needed? (Phil Laible) 
3.11.2. setting interfaces between centers is critical (Phil Laible) 
3.11.3. intially mainly one location has lead in one analytical capability; later it will be slightly more 

distributed;  results need to be consistent! (Phil Laible) 
3.11.4. important that whatever working on, then needs to keep scale-up in mind. (Phil Laible) 
3.11.5. holistic end-to-end design standpoint (Phil Laible) 
3.11.6. test have to be in relevant environment!  nothing in isolation (Phil Laible) 
3.11.7. not starting from ground zero.  FY17 efforts are on going and WE ARE LEARNING (Phil Laible) 

3.12. how will this be communicated to community (Phil Laible) 
3.12.1. . publications (Phil Laible) 
3.12.2. industry outreach (Phil Laible) 
3.12.3. work on how to communicate (Phil Laible) 
3.12.4. talk on it later but informatic distribution (Phil Laible) 
3.12.5. transcriptomics and proteomics can be shareed and make public (Phil Laible) 
3.12.6. is there going to be a workshop to help industry work with this data (Phil Laible) 
3.12.7. five minute youtube videos for users; might help some; not enough for others (Phil Laible) 
3.12.8. we don't have all of the answers today (Phil Laible) 

3.13. concerned about sending samples around! (Phil Laible) 
3.13.1. what happens during transport (Phil Laible) 
3.13.2. sensitive molecules degrade rapidly (Phil Laible) 
3.13.3. need some techniques onsite (Phil Laible) 
3.13.4. validate with what on site with what happens with more exhaustive measurements (Phil Laible) 

3.14. what part is manual; what part is automated? (Phil Laible) 
3.14.1. set up with target; many dimensions to design; feedstock; downstream fermentation; bioreactor; IP 

issues; (Phil Laible) 
3.14.2. objective is to integrate as much as possible...... (Phil Laible) 
3.14.3. how much resources need to direct to a particular target; sometimes more tolerant to many 

approaches (Phil Laible) 
3.15. groups with specific targets or pathways? (Phil Laible) 

3.15.1. lots of different entry points (Phil Laible) 
3.15.2. maybe have own enzymes (Phil Laible) 
3.15.3. just need to put together strain (Phil Laible) 
3.15.4. stage gates for this? (Phil Laible) 
3.15.5. cant be doing everything ad hoc (Phil Laible) 
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3.15.6. if in on beginning, then need to be fairly open source (Phil Laible) 
3.15.7. physical or information standards (Phil Laible) 
3.15.8. standards around quality assurance (Phil Laible) 
3.15.9. do you take their word for material (and sequences, for example)?  How much testing to you do 

when you get a sample? (Phil Laible) 
3.15.10. Entry points may be at different levels, e.g. starting at target molecule with 

retrobiosynthesis or having already pathway or host. Standardization of requirements is critical to 
manage this. Some of this may be stage-gated (e.g. retrobiosynthesis). (Michael) 

3.16. LEARN is a really important part of the cycle; bigger than just one target; learn BIGGER all of the 
time (Phil Laible) 

3.16.1. are there going to be consistent standards (Phil Laible) 
3.16.2. relearn and releverage for not just next cycle; next product or pathway!!! (Phil Laible) 
3.16.3. don't make the same mistakes over and over (Phil Laible) 
3.16.4. do you need to do standard types of tests all of the time to have the best LEARNING (Phil Laible) 

3.17. challenge of getting expression in heterologous hosts (Phil Laible) 
3.17.1. . can be a huge bottleneck! (Phil Laible) 
3.17.2. how will synBIO Foundry handle this (Phil Laible) 
3.17.3. having suite of hosts might be a good idea!!! (Phil Laible) 
3.17.4. one host might express problematic enzymes better.  a host that you would not initially have 

considered (Phil Laible) 
3.18. may not go linearly through DBTL (Phil Laible) 

3.18.1. DBTLTLTLTLTLDBTLTLTB, etc (Phil Laible) 
3.19. how much will you sequence and verify? (Phil Laible) 

3.19.1. be ruthless? (Phil Laible) 
3.19.2. probably not, need to know what you are working with (Phil Laible) 
3.19.3. don't want to generate noise and reduce predictive power in the future (Phil Laible) 
3.19.4. strains evolve; need to know what you are working with (Phil Laible) 

3.20. quality versus quantity (Phil Laible) 
3.20.1. very clear intermediate points (Phil Laible) 
3.20.2. other people need to understand what you did and were trying to accomplish and why you may 

have bailed on a strategy (Phil Laible) 
3.20.3. QC important to make sure data is relevant and as expected to make Learn part in the cycles 

relevant and not drawing wrong conclusions. (Michael) 
3.21. Other agencies:  draw from basic sciences (NSF, OS); collaborations are being looked forward to 

(Phil Laible) 
3.21.1. anything different needed in execution (Phil Laible) 
3.21.2. need to be in touch at all times (Phil Laible) 
3.21.3. foundry and science office need to communicate frequently/constantly; hosts, analytical 

technology, design technology; how to transition basic science into Foundry labs (Phil Laible) 
3.22. what challenges might be most impactful for you? (Phil Laible) 

3.22.1. continuing conversation with synthesis providers; larger constructs; lower error; shorter lead times 
(Phil Laible) 

3.22.2. industry input on strain development (Phil Laible) 
3.22.3. move away from  E.  coli and yeasts (Phil Laible) 

3.23. link DBTL with basic physiology (Phil Laible) 
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3.23.1. have constraints on how big this can actually grow (Phil Laible) 
3.23.2. can others work with you and collect the other forms of data? (Phil Laible) 
3.23.3. might be tackled in host onboarding efforts (Phil Laible) 
3.23.4. this efforts could be funded by office of science or NSF or other (Phil Laible) 
3.23.5. again, l limited resources (Phil Laible) 

3.24. metrics:  great for low hanging fruit; not realistic for harder ones (Phil Laible) 
3.24.1. how do you handle hard ones? (Phil Laible) 
3.24.2. will you be able to handle hard in the future with experience? (Phil Laible) 
3.24.3. talk more about efficiency; works for easy and hard (Phil Laible) 
3.24.4. tie to host tier (Phil Laible) 
3.24.5. you get what you screen for (Phil Laible) 
3.24.6. if already dismissed yeast and e. coli, then you might already have trouble making metrics!!! (Phil 

Laible) 
3.24.7. talk about efficiency and you should be fine (Phil Laible) 
3.24.8. need MEANINGFUL cycles!!! (Phil Laible) 
3.24.9. talk about person hours (Phil Laible) 
3.24.10. do you need some sort of measure of improvement? (Phil Laible) 
3.24.11. just did not do the hours and get the improvement (Phil Laible) 
3.24.12. needs to link to TEA models (Phil Laible) 
3.24.13. g/L; yield; and all of those other metrics (Phil Laible) 

3.25. don't completely ignore yeasts and e. coli (Phil Laible) 
3.26. take existing and increase yield would be industrial relevant to show (Phil Laible) 

3.26.1. not many hosts would have those tools; the Foundry could get that data and make it work!!! (Phil 
Laible) 

3.27. side reaction and byproducts and industrial problems! (Phil Laible) 
3.27.1. major reactions easy (Phil Laible) 
3.27.2. industrial relevance will need to look at side reactions and byproducts; separations; yield; etc (Phil 

Laible) 
3.27.3. stable isotope tracing would enable this analysis; however, scale affects this in ways that are not 

predicable (Phil Laible) 
3.27.4. contaminants and other (Phil Laible) 

3.28. what media?  industrial media?  not clean (Phil Laible) 
3.28.1. will be dirty hydrolysates (Phil Laible) 
3.28.2. feedstock will come out of the TEA (Phil Laible) 
3.28.3. mainly when shift to the commodity chemicals side (Phil Laible) 

4. Needed Capabilities to Improve DBTL for Industrial Processes 
4.1. Host organism: Also critical are hosts that can consume particular carbon sources of interest. Introducing 

new substrate utilization pathways into model organisms is difficult, so better to put heterologous product 
pathways into natural substrate utilizers. (Steve V) 

4.2. Industrial considerations: envision the DBTL cycle in the context of an industrial process. Use real world 
fermentation raw materials from industrial providers (no Sigma or ultrapure components), no yeast 
extract/peptone or undefined components. Use DE95 (or cellulosic sugars) instead of ultrapure glucose 
monohydrate. All of these aspects will be helpful to both increasing the value of the technology developed 
(i.e., requires less development time on the part of the user) and increases the probability of industrial 
relevance (Jeffrey Dietrich) 
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5. Standing up the SBF 
5.1. At least one of the hosts should be a model organism (E. coli or S. cerevisiae) so progress on the 

molecule targets can progress even if there are initial challenges with the new host onboarding. (Steve V) 
6. Design Technologies 

6.1. What about host organism design tools? e.g. COBRA, OptKnock, OptForce, etc. (Steve V) 
7. Build Technologies 

7.1. As well as forward genetic screens, directed manipulations may be needed to improve the host. (Steve V) 
8. Test Technologies 

8.1. Be sure to include routine extracellular product/byproduct analysis in this section, in addition to omics 
data. Keep in mind that significant analytical throughput capacity will be needed to handle the high-
throughput culturing. Also important is fermentation process data (sparge rates, off gas analysis, etc.) as 
well as tracking all the metadata for the experiments. (Steve V) 

8.2. Consider standardization of the analytical protocols/methods used (HPLC, GC-MS, ICP-MS). First, this 
provides a detailed view of what a 3rd party user can expect in terms of byproduct composition (and 
allows the carbon balance to be closed). Second, this shortens future development time (i.e, by 
decreasing the need to develop new analytical techniques, identify unknown byproducts, etc). This will 
also facilitate delivery of an integrated process by providing downstream purification scientists with 
detailed information about the composition of the fermentation medium. (Jeffrey Dietrich) 

9. Learn Technologies 
9.1. Machine learning may be able to interpolate to predict production within a range for which we already 

have data, but will it enable us to extrapolate to higher productivities? Are there literature examples where 
pure statistical analysis (without taking into account biological meaning) have guided work leading to 
improved production metrics? (Steve V) 

10. Host Onboarding 
10.1. Host selection criteria (Michael) 

10.1.1. Feedstock is important as it dictates TEA (costs) and LCA. Should consider waste feestocks (e.g. 
biomass syngas, CO2, glycerol) that have negative value or GHG emissions. Consider including an 
autotroph and/or phototroph. (Michael) 

10.1.2. Focus on unlocking capabilities not accessible and complementary with E. coli/yeast (extreme pH, 
thermophile, anaerobic, reaction mechanisms not possible due to cofactors). (Michael) 

10.1.3. Decentralized concept could actually be an advantage (e.g. separate sporulating strains from non-
sporulating strains; specialized foundries, e.g. for anaerobes?) (Michael) 

10.1.4. Strains optimized for flux through a certain metabolic node would be of interest. Such improved 
chassis may come from refinement of hosts after first cycles. (Michael) 

10.1.5. Consider evolution to start with a better chassis strain for further cycles. (Michael) 
10.2. If you are a hood ornament on a car, you should expect to be hit by bugs (Phil Laible) 
10.3. What metabolic properties/traits are needed in new host(s)? (Phil Laible) 

10.3.1. Interest in autotrophy was expressed. (Phil Laible) 
10.3.2. extremeophiles might assist with separations as could 'distill' away product without killing the 

production strain (in some cases) (Phil Laible) 
10.4. What are the desired energy sources?  Priorities? (Phil Laible) 
10.5.  RE:  Current hosts -- What improvements are needed? (Phil Laible) 
10.6. With respect to new host onboarding, what would an 'ideal' industry-gov't partnership look like? 

(Phil Laible) 
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10.7. What kind of work is needed for companies to trust/onboard new organisms and processes? (Phil 
Laible) 

10.8. What scale(s) must be achieved to be industrially relevant? (Phil Laible) 
10.8.1. Big enough to know if impurities from feedstocks and/or side reactions and byproducts will be a 

significant hurdle with the production strategy (Phil Laible) 
10.8.2. it is thought that ~100 L is the absolute minimum (Phil Laible) 

10.9. What is the ideal molecular toolbox? (Phil Laible) 
10.10. What is the minimum criteria for a new 'functional' host? (Phil Laible) 
10.11. What works (or doesn't work!) about the proposed plan? (Phil Laible) 

10.11.1. Need a Tier Zero category and discussion around it.  Might get alternative support for Tier 
Zeros from Office of Science or NSF (and maybe DARPA) (Phil Laible) 

10.12. How can this effort be most impactful over business as usual? (Phil Laible) 
10.13. Discussion following session mentioned that DARPA 'electrofuels' strategies may be ones that 

could be considered in the future by the consortium.  There may be merit to some of these approaches 
that produce biofuels and other bioproducts from electricity and carbon in the environment. (Phil Laible) 

11. Process Integration and Scaling 
11.1. why just one hydrolysate? (Phil Laible) 

11.1.1. expand later (Phil Laible) 
11.1.2. simpify (Phil Laible) 
11.1.3. standardize across labs (Phil Laible) 
11.1.4. TEA and LCA done (Phil Laible) 

11.2. do we need to test other hydrolysates? (Phil Laible) 
11.2.1. important to know NOW (Phil Laible) 
11.2.2. something has to be constant or you have variables all over the place! (Phil Laible) 
11.2.3. why corn stover?  should this continue to be the default? (Phil Laible) 
11.2.4. wood is available nationally, except in southwest (Phil Laible) 
11.2.5. feedstock is a larger programmatic BETO question (Phil Laible) 
11.2.6. how 'bout gaseous feedstocks? (Phil Laible) 

11.3. will cataloged pedigree be part of the Foundry? (Phil Laible) 
11.3.1. may already have been distributed (Phil Laible) 
11.3.2. 3-4 super sacks at a time 300-400 lbs per sack (Phil Laible) 
11.3.3. will lignin serve as an adsorbent? (Phil Laible) 

11.4. are we worried about lignin serving as an adsorbant? (Phil Laible) 
11.4.1. can't store pretreated stuff; enzymatic hydrolysis on site (Phil Laible) 

11.5. what would be better than corn stover (focusing on sugars for a short time) (Phil Laible) 
11.5.1. don't use feedstocks from startups (Phil Laible) 
11.5.2. too early on in technology development (Phil Laible) 
11.5.3. rumatic sugar is not standardized yet (Phil Laible) 
11.5.4. processed corn stover may be the best and gauranteed more consistent as all of the rest (Phil 

Laible) 
11.6. will hosts be tested on hydrolysates? (Phil Laible) 

11.6.1. YES.  This is on onboarding criterion. (Phil Laible) 
11.7. any reason to consider a secondary standardized feedstock? (Phil Laible) 

11.7.1. just need hot water.  would be very consistent.  get hemicellulose.  don't get unusual side 
products.  might be of value. (Phil Laible) 
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11.7.2. would we be limited to hardwoods for wood of choice; with softwoods get all C6; avoid C5 
problem. (Phil Laible) 

11.7.3. could be considered if want to reasonably standard (Phil Laible) 
11.7.4. waste is good thing to start with?  or mixed feedstocks? (Phil Laible) 
11.7.5. Use OCC?  Old correagated (sp?) cardboard? (Phil Laible) 
11.7.6. in the end, need standardized. (Phil Laible) 
11.7.7. maybe outside the auspices of Foundry to test other feedstocks (Phil Laible) 

11.8. emphasis is that we need a second real-world high-impact feedstock (Phil Laible) 
11.8.1. low costs syrups from milling........for example (Phil Laible) 
11.8.2. could be part of the host onboarding process (Phil Laible) 
11.8.3. tell OS or NSF that we have unmet host onboarding and feedstock flexibility needs (Phil Laible) 
11.8.4. can we leverage other separations efforts (Phil Laible) 

11.9. feedstocks have impacts on sooooo many parts of the process. (Phil Laible) 
11.9.1. gave yeast extract swap example (Phil Laible) 
11.9.2. for example, can't use hydrolysates to make a polymer (Phil Laible) 
11.9.3. you end up with hydrolysate components in the polymer!!!  no question (Phil Laible) 

11.10. bioproducts that enable biofuels (Phil Laible) 
11.10.1. doesn't have to be done in the same facility! (Phil Laible) 
11.10.2. reduces risk; facilitates getting financing (Phil Laible) 

11.11. SynBio Foundry can't do everything! (Phil Laible) 
11.11.1. worth doing clean feedstocks versus dirty (Phil Laible) 
11.11.2. dirty will have to work with different downstream process........... (Phil Laible) 
11.11.3. feedstocks may be cheap but separations may kill you! (Phil Laible) 
11.11.4. Low value will require CHEAP at every step.  High value targets gives one more flexibility 

(Phil Laible) 
11.12. seems like need a very strong relationship with large companies early on! (Phil Laible) 

11.12.1. missing expertise for scaling, etc.;  a good story, even if it takes a decade, is worth it; how 
do we get the good stories and knowledge gained from them? (Phil Laible) 

11.13. some stuff might be outside scope (Phil Laible) 
11.13.1. again, we can't do everything (Phil Laible) 
11.13.2. have to solve all problems to be successful (Phil Laible) 

11.14. what is correct scope? (Phil Laible) 
11.14.1. have to solve all problems to be successful? (Phil Laible) 
11.14.2. industrial opportunities and risk  that are allowed are changing landscapes (Phil Laible) 

11.15. what needs to be done to deRISK a production situation? (Phil Laible) 
11.15.1. what are key things that have to be done in order to move forward? (Phil Laible) 
11.15.2. thinking of it as a technology push (Phil Laible) 
11.15.3. this is where labs and DOE sit (Phil Laible) 
11.15.4. needs to be labDOE partnership with industry to get market pull (Phil Laible) 
11.15.5. needs LOTS of conversations to overcome this dilemma (Phil Laible) 
11.15.6. solving is not straightforward (Phil Laible) 
11.15.7. don't want to end with two industry workshops (Phil Laible) 
11.15.8. advisory board will help -- but only to a certain degree (Phil Laible) 
11.15.9. need to have the correct mindset (Phil Laible) 
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MANAGEMENT OF THE SBF 
1. Management Structure 

1.1. how to communicate with industry? (Phil Laible) 
1.1.1. funding for first 3-4 years will be government (at least the bulk) (Phil Laible) 
1.1.2. consider some sort of mechanism by which present info that is being created and the status of 

individual efforts to industry (in unbiased form) (Phil Laible) 
1.1.3. one on one and membership only won't work as well. (Phil Laible) 
1.1.4. have more industry days with progress updates (Phil Laible) 
1.1.5. this is a way to add value from industry (more or different than monetarily) (Phil Laible) 
1.1.6. concierge is too DOE-ish; industry won't  engage if any mechanism for being disadvantaged (Phil 

Laible) 
1.1.7. might be a competitive part that is coming in the short term (Phil Laible) 
1.1.8. is a website enough?  some say NO; most people want a face to face conference; beyond advisory 

board meeting; open to followup discussions (Phil Laible) 
1.1.9. make sure industrial relevant checkpoints every year (Phil Laible) 
1.1.10. website tools are very important (Phil Laible) 
1.1.11. website could have host onboarding information and could share standardized datasets there 

(Phil Laible) 
1.1.12. important that smaller companies have the opportunity to use all of the tools (Phil Laible) 

1.2. how to interact with small companies? (Phil Laible) 
1.2.1. usually a question of costs (Phil Laible) 
1.2.2. what licensing available, etc.  make SBIR exceptions? (Phil Laible) 

1.3. what has worked well in the other examples? (Phil Laible) 
1.4. what did not work well? (Phil Laible) 

1.4.1. carbon fiber from ORNL; consortium fell part as no fundamental mechanism to keep it going (Phil 
Laible) 

1.4.2. consortium could fall apart from lack of funding (Phil Laible) 
1.4.3. need long term confidence; needs to have legs to stand for some period of time (Phil Laible) 

1.5. advisory board issues (Phil Laible) 
1.5.1. consensus seem that quarterly is minimal; three by phone and one in person (Phil Laible) 

1.6. advisory board tasks (Phil Laible) 
1.6.1. individual projects (Phil Laible) 
1.6.2. project management; operational side (Phil Laible) 
1.6.3. there are best at operations and could be used most valuably there (Phil Laible) 

1.7. other ways of industrial engagement? (Phil Laible) 
1.7.1. workshops after some results have been obtained; intensive workshop to see how it is working (Phil 

Laible) 
1.7.2. hard to tell now without seeing some accomplishments (Phil Laible) 
1.7.3. what results would you like to see at a workshop:  shorten timescale from prototype to production 

(would like to know more about that process; how?) (Phil Laible) 
1.7.4. industry validation of technology and process (Phil Laible) 
1.7.5. could see work on new hosts with own hands (Phil Laible) 
1.7.6. would build trust between labs and industry (Phil Laible) 
1.7.7. there are programs with funding available for this purpose. (Phil Laible) 

1.8. two levels of input from industry:  strategy and technical (Phil Laible) 
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1.8.1. may need to split into two different boards (Phil Laible) 
1.8.2. one more strategic (Phil Laible) 
1.8.3. one more technical (Phil Laible) 
1.8.4. strategic may be more critical (Phil Laible) 
1.8.5. technical is needed for adoption of the technology (Phil Laible) 
1.8.6. have scientists in residence in several locations (labs and industry) (Phil Laible) 
1.8.7. developer's forum discussed by caller-in....... (Phil Laible) 

1.9. careful with wording on "market pull for synthetic biology tools'.  Wrong.  Value brought on by them. (Phil 
Laible) 

1.10. need SPAs (single points of accountabilities) (Phil Laible) 
1.11. website:  one point of contact but could go throuugh any lab that you would want to go to (Phil 

Laible) 
1.11.1. need someone that can navigate the national lab landscape; doesn't need to manage every 

simgle relationship (Phil Laible) 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
1. Conclusion:  This document outlines a framework of operations for the Synthetic 

Biology Foundry of national labs, including the R&D foci for the SBF and a proposed 
management structure. This document is informed by discussions with industry 
stakeholders, EERE staff, and staff from the national labs. Further engagement with 
industry, other Federal government stakeholders, academic researchers, and the 
community will be sought out to improve the framework.  
1.1. General Challenges/Comments/Needs: 

1.1.1. Engage Industry “Early and Often” to build trust, interest, etc  
1.1.2. Concentrate on Interface(s) between DBTL 
1.1.3. Once developed, provide an method to Educate Industry on how to use the new tools, plus a means 

to distribute and communicate Host improvements.  Similarly, clear Reporting mechanism needed 
for  “Intermediate” process successes.  (i.e, goal is to build pathway from A to B to C, but if 
bottleneck found at B, report the progress 

1.1.4. Metrics for Success-  Time improvement for Host Onboarding and/or DBTL cycle may not be best-   
Try to capture the magnitude of Impact 

1.1.5. Work to Understand Biproducts and Side Reactions (colorants, odorants, contaminating organisms)- 
(general seen at scale up but not at lab scale) 

1.1.6. Corn Stover may not be the best choice as the standard hydrolysate/crude substrate across the 
foundry.   Woody plant material, or switchgrass may be more appropriate.     

1.2. HOST Onboarding DISCUSSION 
1.2.1. Interest in “Evolved” hosts vs. GMO (Provide choices/alternatives within a host)  
1.2.2. Heterologous expression is an issue, need methods to overcome and/or evaluate if a transgene is 

functional a priori.  Ideally, a Host bank would be utilized to hedge/mitigate 
1.2.3. Must consider the Regulatory framework/issues as a part of the onboarding Criteria. 
1.2.4.  Start with a list of organsisms currently in use, and build out  
1.2.5. Evaluate ‘zero value’ feedstocks as substrates 
1.2.6. Organisms that grow at Low pH, high temperature 
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1.2.7. Contamination tolerance /sterility minimization 
1.2.8. General support for critical ‘metabolic nodes’ (beach head molecules as targets) 
1.2.9. Interest in alternate Bacillus host development 
1.2.10. Syngas utilization, phototrophy, autotrophy requested  
1.2.11. Ideal to onboard phototrophs that have mixotrophic potential  
1.2.12. Scale evaluation- 100-200L scale appears to be most predictive of full scale production (1000+ 

liters) while 5-10 liter tests are not as informative-  General need to effectively simulate at small 
scale-  screen with variables seen at larger scale (i.e. larger temperature/pH swings due to larger 
reactors) at lab scale to improve screening efficacy 

1.2.13. RE: Scale up-  suggested as a way to interface/partner with industry (let industry test/evaluate the 
scale up).   

1.2.14. Host characterization/Selection Criteria could include evaluation of a small panel of standard 
hydrolysates (corn stover, switchgrass, woody plant, etc).  May not be time to create a DBTL cycle 
for each substrate but baseline knowledge will be useful for future development efforts.  

1.2.15. Strains should originate from the U.S. (avoid international rights claims) (Shawn Starkenburg) 
 
 
OVERALL FEEDBACK 
1. Overall Feedback 

1.1. societal impacts; benefit to people; avoid backlash 
1.1.1. avoid complications that can be parallelizing 

1.2. willing to talk any time; line of communication open with program managers now 
1.2.1. can leverage things, when possible 

2. Only the appendix has the comments from the March workshop. Maybe implement 
some of those things into the vision document. 

3. can we take advantage of living foundries (DARPA) 
4. NUGOYO (sp?) agreement impact 

4.1. if strain taken from another country, then you need to know the origin of it; otherwise, the country will 
need to be compensated 

4.1.1. strains might need to originate in the united states;  complicate use by other countries; avoid 
compensating other countries 

4.2. industry wants involved early in strain and target selection 
5. At what point is it most appropriate to fully engage with industry? What needs to be 

established? 
5.1. Early on - input on strain and target selection 
5.2. early an often 
5.3. case by case basis? 
5.4. mechanism that starts small and leads to something bigger later 

6. at what point do we engage in partnering; what is needed to be shown?  
appropriateness of timing 

7. engage industry forums to disseminate results 


